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Controlled Devices 
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Commissioner for Patents 
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Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

APPELLANT'S REPLY UNDER 37 C.F.R. §41.41 

This is a Reply to the Examiner's Answer, dated May 19, 2006, to the Appeal 
Brief (submitted February 23, 2006), which appealed the rejections of all claims in the 
June 13, 2005 final Office Action. In response to Appellant's arguments in the Brief, the 
Answer presented four main counter-arguments: 

1) Humpleman discloses (A) an Internet proxy that is equivalent to a remote 
network source, which provides a user interface for a device, (B) loading a user interface 
from a remote source, and (C) providing a user interface to multiple home networks; 

2) Kanevsky discloses loading a basic operative user interface if a particular user 
interface is not found at the remote source; 

3) it would have been obvious to combine Humpleman and Ramachandran in 
order to customize interactions with the device at a more unique level; and 

4) it would have been obvious to combine Humpleman, Kanevsky and 
Ramachandran in order to customize interactions with the device at a more unique level. 

Appellant replies to the above issues pursuant to 37 C.F.R §41.41, and 
respectfully requests the Board consider the following rebuttal arguments. 
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I (C). Humpleman does not teach or suggest a remote network source that provides a user 
interface 

The Examiner has asserted that Humpleman' s Internet proxy is a remote network 
source because the Internet itself is a remote network source. However, Humpleman 
does not disclose that the Internet proxy provides a user interface to a home network as 
claimed in Appellant's claim 1. Therefore, Appellant respectfully submits that 
Humpleman's disclosed Internet proxy is not equivalent to Appellant's remote source as 
claimed. 

I (B). Humpleman does not teach or suggest loading a user interface found at a remote 
source 

Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has misinterpreted Appellant's 
. claims. Appellant's claim 1 recites "loading a user interface found at a remote source" 
(emphasis added), and further specifies that the remote source provides the user interface. 
In contrast, the Examiner is interpreting claim 1 as "loading a device user interface from 
a remote source because it allows users to control their home network devices from a 
remote location through the Internet." (Answer: page 10, lines 15-16, emphasis added). 
Such an interpretation has improperly eliminated the word "found" from the claim, 
misconstrued the term "remote source" as "remote location," and changed the claimed 
element to mean "loading, at a remote location, a device user interface for a home 
network device." Thus, Appellant respectfully submits Humpleman does not teach or 
suggest the element as it is actually claimed and further respectfully submits that an 
anticipation analysis based on such a misinterpretation of the claim language cannot 
stand. 

I (C). Humpleman does not teach or suggest providing device user interfaces to multiple 
home networks 

In claim 1, Appellant claims that the remote source provides the user interface to 
a plurality of different home networks. The Examiner is relying on column 9, lines 50-70 
of Humpleman as teaching Appellant's claimed element. However, the cited section of 
Humpleman only discloses a session manager that helps the user control the device on the 
home network. There is no mention in this section of Humpleman that the session 
manager provides a user interface to multiple home networks, much less that the session 
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manager provides a user interface found at a remote source to multiple home networks as 
claimed {see 1(B) arguments above). In fact, there is no disclosure in Humpleman as a 
whole that teaches or suggests this claim limitation. 

Therefore, Appellant respectfully submits that Humpleman does not disclose 
providing device user interfaces to multiple home networks as claimed. 

II. Kanevskv does not teach or suggest loading a basic operative user interface if a 
particular user interface is not found 

Appellant respectfully submits that the Examiner has misinterpreted Kanevsky. 
Kanevsky discloses an adaptation system that transforms original specific user 
interfaces received from web sites and adapts these original specific user interfaces to 
different sized, shaped and configured displays. If Kanevsky' s adaptor server determines 
that there is no optimal match found for a user's display, the original specific user 
interface is displayed, or the closest alternative is used to reformat the original specific 
user interface for display. Thus, Kanevsky's always provides a specific user interface, 
either the best match or a reformatted version of the original specific user interface. In 
contrast, Appellant discloses that the claimed "basic operative user interface" is a basic 
interface template that is common to devices of the same category (Specification: page 
10, lines 8-12). When the claim language is properly interpreted in light of the 
Specification, it is clear that Kanevsky does not teach or suggest loading of a basic 
operative user interface as claimed by Appellant in claim 11. 

In the Answer, the Examiner asserted that Kanevsky's disclosed adaptation 
module is a default interface (Answer: page 11, lines 10-1 1). Kanevsky's adaptation 
module works in conjunction with the other modules of the system to adapt the original 
specific user interface. Kanevsky does not teach or suggest that the adaptation module is 
a user interface for a device. Therefore, the adaptation model cannot be properly 
interpreted as a basic operative user interface for a device as claimed. The Examiner also 
asserted that Kanevsky's web interface is equivalent to Appellant's claimed basic 
operative user interface because it allows the user to operate a "web displaying device." 
Appellant assumes the Examiner is referring to the original specific user interface before 
it is adapted. However, as clearly taught by Kanevsky, the original user interface is 
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specific to a device and thus cannot be properly equated to Appellant's claimed basic 
operative user interface, which is common to devices of the same category. 

Thus, Kanevsky does not teach or suggest loading a basic operative user interface 
if a particular user interface is not found as claimed by Appellant. 

III. The combination of Humpleman and Ramachandran is improperly motivated 

The Examiner asserts that it would have been obvious to combine Humpleman 
and Ramachandran so that "the recipients of device GUID and UINFO can customize its 
interactions with the device at a more unique level than a common model of 
manufacture." (Answer: page 12, lines 5-10, citing Ramachandran as teaching the GUI 
and the UINFO). Appellant notes that this statement of the motivation to combine 
references is newly presented. The Answer cited column 2, lines 8-20 of Ramachandran 
as evidence of that Ramachandran provides the motivation to combine Humpleman and 
Ramachandran. However, the cited section of Ramachandran discloses the passing of 
messages and does not contain any disclosure that supports the Examiner's reasoning. 

Furthermore, there is no suggestion to combine Humpleman and Ramachandran 
in the art as a whole. Ramachandran discloses a global identification number that is 
unique for each toy. Ramachandran uses the global identification numbers to establish a 
conversation group among toys, with the toy having the highest-valued identification 
number selected as a conversation manager. Ramachandran also discloses messages 
(units of information) that are exchanged to set up the conversation group. Humpleman 
discloses a configuration manager that maintains a list of devices connected to the home 
network. Humpleman does not disclose that the configuration manager maintains the list 
based on a pre-determine unique identifier for each device or based on messages that set 
up a conversation group. Thus, Humpleman contains no suggestion that incorporating 
Ramachandran' s global identification numbers or messages would provide any advantage 
over Humpleman' s invention as disclosed. 

Moreover, in his arguments for the combination, the Examiner relied on 
Appellant's own terms instead of terms used by the references ("global unique 
identification" (GUID) and "unit information" (UINFO)). Thus, the Answer confuses the 
issue of motivation for the combination with the issue of what is disclosed by the prior art 
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references. With regard to the disclosure of the prior art, Appellant wishes to reiterate 
that Ramachandran does not teach or suggest a GUID or unit information as defined by 
Appellant. Ramachandran' s global identification number is not used to describe device 
characteristics and is not disclosed as having a pre-defined structure like a GUID, which 
is a unique 88-bit serial number embedded in IEEE 1394-compliant devices to describe 
device characteristics such as device category, vendor name and model (Specification: 
page 7, lines 18-21). Also, Ramachandran 's messages are not embedded in the toy 
devices, and there is no disclosure that the message contains any data that identifies the 
category of a device as Appellant's unit information is defined (Specification: page 7, 
lines 24-27). 

Thus, not only does Ramachandran not teach or suggest any data that corresponds 
to Appellant's claimed GUID and unit information, the Examiner's use of Appellant's 
terms to motivate the combination strongly suggests the Examiner is using improper 
hindsight. 

IV. The combination of Humpleman, Kanevsky, and Ramachandran is improperly 
motivated. 

The Examiner asserted that it would be obvious to combine Humpleman, 
Kanevsky and Ramachandran for the same reasons that the combination of Humpleman 
and Ramachandran is obvious. Because the Examiner's reasons for the combination of 
Humpleman and Ramachandran are both unsupported and based on improper hindsight, 
Appellant respectfully submits that the same reasoning cannot properly motivate the 
combination of Humpleman, Kanevsky and Ramachandran. 

V. Conclusion 

Appellant respectfully submits that Appellant has successfully rebutted the 
arguments presented the Examiner's Answer. Appellant further respectfully submits that 
the invention as claimed is patentable over the cited references. Therefore, Appellant 
respectfully requests the Board direct the Examiner to withdraw all rejections under 35 
U.S.C. §102(e) and 35 U.S.C. §103(a), and issue a Notice of Allowance for claims 1-38. 
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Deposit Account Authorization 

Authorization is hereby given to charge our Deposit Account No. 02-2666 for any 
charges that may be due. Furthermore, if an extension is required, then Appellant hereby 
requests such extension. 

Respectfully submitted, 



BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR 
& ZAFMAN LLP 



Dated: July 19, 2006 




Sheryl S. Holloway 
Attorney for Appellant 
Registration No. 37,850 

12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 
(408) 720-3800 x3476 
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